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The relevance o intelligence tests for educational uses is challenged
on 2 grounds: (1) Tests which merely predict the likelihood of future
success do not provide useful information for those who wish to prescribe
treatments to enhance performance. (2) Intelligence is not defined and
hence the interpretation of scores is misleading.

It is suggested that educationally-relevant tests must be based upon
experimental procedures for validation. The skills to be tested must be !
defined and reported clearlv. The mutual benefits of such revised proce-
dures for psychology and education are suggested.

The concept of general intelligence and the instruments which provide its
operational definition have been with us for a long time. Recently, however,
a concern about the use of* intelligence tests with minority group children has
caused at least one large school system (New York City) to remove these tests
from use (Loretan, 1966). I do not propose to deal with the specific issues
raised by "civil rights" groups about these tests but prefer, rather, to deal
with the broader questions which ought to be asked about the utility of intel-
ligence tests in school settings.

McNemar addressed himself to these broader issues recently in his presi-
dential address to the APA (McNemar, 1964). He began by asking the rhetorical
question, "Lost our intelligence? Why?" The double entendre was, I am sure,
intentional. McNemar defended intelligence tests against the onslaught of civil

rights groups, 'legislators," "school people'" and statistically naive re-

searchers. Any attempt on my part to i:terpret his remarks must of necessity
lose something in translation. His argument seems to boil down to this:

1. General intelligence tests are able to predict school achievement as
well as, or better than, anything else available, including differential apti-
tude batteries, and measures of creativity., They are, therafore, useful '"tools."

2. Because they predict so well, we ought not to abandon intelligence
now that it is being attacked. If we do, we might wind up with something which
is not as '"socially useful."

The above statements are generally accepted by psychologists and educators

who deal with these instruments. [ find myself in disagreement with this point

of view.
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Barritt 3
remediation of the problem. Fortunately, doctors do not operate with a single
test but, rather, use several tests which examine specific areas of functioning.
A diagnosis is made based upon this information. A program of remediation can
then be built upon this differential diagnosis. This is the procedure which
we should seek to emulate in an educational setting.
Prediction by itself is not helpful. As Cronback has said:
Predicting outcome has no social value unless the psychologist or the
subject himself can use the information to make better choices of treat-
ment. The prediction must help to determine a treatment for every
individual [1958].
I, 0. Interpretation

The I. Q. which an intelligence test yields not only fails to provide infor-
mation about diagnosis and treatment, but there is evidence (Rosenthal & Jucobson,
1966) that it can effect the behavior of teachers toward children without their
being aware of it. One might say that this is the fault of the teacher who does
not know how to use the score, which is, in one sense, true. Teachers are not
technically sophisticated with respect to test interpretation. But what could
the technically sophisticated say about the I. 0. that would be different from
the teacher's reaction? What is the appropriate interpretation of an I. O. score?

The answer to these questions must rest upon the definition or meaniag of
intelligence. The construct of inteliigence has proven rather difficult to de-
fine and it has even become acceptable to deny the need for definition (McNemar,
1964; Hayes, 1962). Most, perhaps all, of the difficulties discussed in this
paper can be traced to this lack of definition.

Measurement is the process of assigning numerals to represent properties
(Campbell, 1920). It is a shorthand which permits the manipulation of proper-
ties that would otherwise be inaccessible. Though psychologists have been un-
able to clarify what is meant by intelligence, it has nevertheless been measured.
How do we know it is intelligence that has been measured? It is because our '
measurements correlate with other intellectual attainments. The circularity is
well known.

What does not seem to be recognized, however, is that as a result of this
lack of clarity ian definition, teachers, when asked to translate the shorthand
back into behavior, provide their own definition for intelligence. This is
done implicitly, but done, nonetheless. These definitions all carry to one degree
or another the idea of inherited ability which, at least in some measure, is a

part of most psychological definitions of intelligence.
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Barritt 4

The fixity of intelligence is built into the I.Q. and contributes to mis-
interpretation, What can a teacher do to change nature or the I.Q.?

It is popular today to denigrate the view that intelligence is primarily
an inherited characteristic. This viewpoint is not reflected in the I.Q.
scores themselves, which are still stable over time (by design) and, conse-
quently, resistant to change with learning, It is difficult for anyone tech-
nically sophisticated, or not, to interpret an I.Q. as anything but a score,
fixed, in part, by inheritance, which identifies bright, average and dull
children. In an educational setting, where our aim is to expand the intel-
lect, it would seem beneficial to discontinue the use of tests which are mis-
leading in this way.

Even if one believes in the primacy of nature over nurture and the fixity
of intellectual development, there is cause to question whether this concep-

tion is a useful one for an educational program. Education ought to be guided

by a search for effective treatments. Until there is clear evidence that we
cannot teach certain children to amplify their intellectual skills (and when
we get this much information we will probably have the ability to alleviate any
such handicaps), we ought to continue to try. It might be said that education
seeks to overcome nature with nurture. This may be an impossible task, but if
one strives toward this end there is no need to fear that we have not aimed

high enough.

Educationally Relevant Measurements

The utility of intelligence tests has been challenged here on two grounds.,
First, that the prediction of future success 1is not useful in an educational
setting unless there is some prescription for treatment provided and, second,
that scores are inherently misinterpretable and lead teachers, and others, to
unfortunate conclusions about children.

It is not untrue to say that intelligence tests provide teachers with an-
swers to questions which were never asked. Our technical skills seem to lead
us astray. Obviously in such cases the tail is wagging the dog.

Education asks about the relationship between treatments and outcomes.

What it seeks is information which will help to maximize treatments to enhance
outcomes. These are questions about causes and effects. Correlational studies
do not provide evidence to resolve such questions. What is required are experi-
mental studies of the relationships between student characteristics, educational

treatments, and outcomes. These studies might well use information from
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correlational research to build hypotheses about these relationships. Intelli-
gence tests might provide a reservoir of skills to be measured in conjunction
withi treatments to determine the nature of the interactions.

The development of treatment-~relevant testsshould be accompanied by a
change in the procedure for reporting test scores to teachers. At present,
scores are reported with reference to some group of people who are supposed to
be relatively similar to the students we are testing. This assumption is usu-
ally a tenuous one. Further, this reference point has little value in the
development of treatment programs. The reason for this in the case of the I.Q.
is clear. The property we have tried to measure is not represented;by the sys-
tem we have choseén for the translation of raw scores. We have related scores
to people. What we have is a kind of sociological yardstick. What we need is
a system for reporting scores that is related to the treatments which will be
prescribed. We need norms which relate scores to skills, rather than to some
nebuious mean of a large group.

The principle involved in the translation of raw scores by reference to
averages for groups is directed at specifying what should be expected of chil-
dren at some point in their life. It tries to represent the individual per-
formance but ends up describing a group. The value of studying groups to des-
cribe individuals seems limited at best. The specifying of the group mean as
a point of reference does not accomplish the goal of representing individual
performance norms.

To relate scores to skills would certainly require a more rigorous delin-
eation of that which needs to be mastered and taught. It would further require
precise definitions of skills so that mecaningful numbers could be derived.

In sum, what I am suggesting is a change in the procedures for validating
educational test scores., Since we want to know about the relationship between
treatments and outcomes, we must use procedures that speak to such questions,
i.e., experimental procedures, Further scores should be reported with ref-
erence to the skills, rather than the people, tested. The development of skill-

norms is possible with the changes in procedure suggested above.

Language and Language Behaviorxr

Language facility is the coin of the realm in schools. You either have
it or you fall. Most intelligence tests place heavy emphasis upon language
skills. It seems reasonable to expect that a good beginning toward the goal

of educationally-relevant assessment will be attained by measurement of language

variables. 237




Barritt 6

It should be clear that if and when we begin to measure those aspects of
language performance that are related to educational treatments we will at the
same time be improving our understanding of human cognition. It should also
be clear that by using experimental tryout procedures in the classroom we can
begin to take insights directly from the laboratory and test their value in
classrooms. This is precisely the kind of interaction between laboratory re-~
cearch and educational treatments that the Center for Research on Language and
Language Behavior can make, and has already made, possible.

Education attempts to teach skills which can amplify the human mind
(Bruner, 1965). Psychology has developed procedures for the study of human
behavior. There is virtue in the combination of these enterprises. Education
with its goals can direct psychology with its procedures to more relevant and
useful research. A closer cooperation is to the benefit of both groups. Psy~
chology has allowed itself to lose sight of the fascinating problems of human
learning and performance. Education has often chosen the most expedient non-
solution for its considerable problems. A wedding of the two areas should make
it.easier to justify research into relevant problems with appropriate techniques.
A center for research on language and language behavior is a natural place for

the ceremony to take place.

Footnotes

1This research reported herein was performed pursuant to Centract OEC-3-

6-061784-0508 with the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office
of Education, under the provisions of P.L. 83-531, Cooperative Research, and
the provisions of Title VI, P.L. 85-864, as amended. This research report is
one of several which have been submitted to the Office of Education as Studies

in language and language behavior, Progress Report V, September 1, 1967.

2This article will appear in E.M. Zale (Ed.), Proceedings of the Conference

on Language and Language Behavior. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, in press.
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